




















7.0 Cultural Resources

Growth stimulated a need for public services, such as fire protection, a sewer system, an electric power
system, and a bridge across Dry Creek. In 1909, Roseville citizens voted to incorporate, giving them
power to levee taxes on themselves, and to choose a Board of Trustees and a mayor. In 1910, a bond
measure was passed to provide city services (Davis, 1975, 1993).

Roseville continued to grow, from 2,600 in 1910 to nearly 4,500 in 1920. The Southern Pacific Railroad
facilities, and the ability of the railroad to serve agriculture, continued to be the main reasons for this
growth. Perhaps the largest employer in Roseville, other than the railroad, was PFE, which had a cold
storage plant and ice manufacturing facility located next to the railroad tracks. Railroads loaded with
California produce would pull alongside PFE facilities for supplies of ice before continuing east across
the Sierra Nevada mountains and on to eastern markets. In 1913 PFE doubled its cold storage capacity,
from 15,000 to 30,000 tons, making it (according to one source) the largest ice plant in the world. PFE
expanded its Roseville plant again in 1924, and built another plant between Roseville and Antelope in
1926/1927. Southern Pacific kept pace with PFE, laying many miles of new track for PFE use. In 1926,
Southern Pacific also commenced construction of a $1.5 million car shop. By the end of the 1920s, the
Southern Pacific shops and yards in Roseville employed 1,225 men and was perhaps the largest rail
complex west of the Mississippi (Davis, 1975, 1993).

The depression dampened construction activity during the 1930s, and during World War II construction
all but ceased—with two exceptions. A few housing developments were built for war workers because
Roseville suffered a housing shortage during the war. Due to large troop movements and the moving of
war material through Roseville during the war, the Southern Pacific Railroad also expanded its rail yards
at this time (Davis, 1975, 1993).

Roseville remained primarily a railroad town through the 1940s, but major changes came in the 1950s,
when automobiles and interstate trucks began to displace trains. New transportation projects were auto-
oriented, including the Seawall Underpass (which provided tunnel access underneath the Southern Pacific
tracks, connecting the two sides of Roseville) and the improvement of Highway 40 (now Interstate 80) to
freeway status. In 1955, Folsom Dam was enlarged as part of the state’s Central Valley Project. At PFE,
refrigerator cars replaced icing machines in the 1960s (Davis, 1975, 1993).

As rail jobs declined, jobs were created in other areas of commerce and industry. These included the
construction of retail shopping centers and corporate headquarters along Douglas Boulevard and Harding
Boulevard, east of the old center of town, and industry along Highway 65, north of the old city. In
general, there has been a major shift in population and construction to outlying areas, especially to the
east. The railroad is still an important part of Roseville’s economy, but it is far from the dominant factor
that it was from 1906 through the 1940s (Davis, 1975, 1993).

Local Historic Setting

The study area encompasses 14 parcels contained within Section 7 of Township 10 North, Range 6 East,
and Section 12 of Township 10 North, Range 5 East, Mount Diablo Meridian, as well as some offsite
roadway rights of way and small portions of other adjacent parcels. Portions of these sections were
originally owned by Philip Forsyth and Josiah G. Gould. Forsyth owned the south half of the southwest
quarter of Section 1, as well as the northwest quarter of Section 12 in Township 10 North, Range 5 East,
which contained 240 acres of school land that he received from the State Land Office in 1882. Forsyth
was a farmer who came to California in 1853 from North Carolina. In 1870, he was living in Placer
County with his first wife Charlotte. Charlotte died in March 20, 1873, and Philip married Mary
Elizabeth Forsyth sometime before 1880. By that time they were living on their property along with
Philip’s niece Ann Forsyth, nephew Philip Forsyth, and some farm laborers. By 1887, Forsyth was joined
by neighbor Josiah G. Gould, who owned the remaining portions of Section 12 in the study area. Before
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his death in 1892, Forsyth sold his land to Josiah G. Gould. Philip Forsyth, Charlotte Forsyth, and Mary
Forsyth are buried in the Union Cemetery, which was located on his property.

Josiah G. Gould was a native of New York who moved with his parents and brother to Michigan. There
he met and married Catherine Donaldson and moved with her to California around 1857 and settled in
Placer County. Gould was a small fruit farmer/rancher who as a youth had received training in
horticulture. He and Catherine lived with their son Walter in a house just north of Dry Creek. The
Gould’s older sons, John D. and James H., lived adjacent to their parents and their younger brother. All
of the Gould’s sons followed in their father’s footsteps and were farmers/ranchers.

After Josiah’s death around 1885, Catherine Gould stayed on the family farm with Walter and his family
until her death in September 1910. In 1920 Walter Gould sold the east half of Section 12, Township
10 North/Range 5 East, known as the Old Home of Catherine Gould, to Antone and George Riolo. The
Riolos were brothers who immigrated to the United States from Italy in 1890. Antone and George and
their families eventually owned approximately 178 acres in the middle section of the study area. The
Riolo family continued operating their fruit farms until the early 2000s.

By the 1930s, the Gould families had sold most of the property that Josiah originally owned. Joseph
Barca, an Italian immigrant, was living north of George Riolo’s property on what originally was patented
to Philip Forsyth. Barca was a fruit farmer who moved to California from Louisiana with his wife Annie.
Barca died on April 9, 1950, and the property passed to Annie. It was during the Barcas’ period of
ownership that the houses at 5718 and 5520 PFE Road were constructed. During the 1980s and 1990s,
Annie sold portions of her property to James and Mariann Frisvold and Arnold W. Setliff.

Harvey Gould, Josiah’s grandson, owned the property to the east of Antone Riolo’s property. He lived
there with his wife Lettie and their six children. Harvey died on January 28, 1941, and Lettie died on
August 29, 1946. It was during the Goulds’ ownership that the house at 9250 Walerga Road and related
out buildings were constructed. Their property is currently owned by Monte L. and Gladys Lund.

Technical Studies

JRP Historical Consulting (JRP) undertook an historic architecture study for the purpose of determining
the National Register and California Register eligibility of historic-era resources within the Riolo
Vineyards Specific Plan Area (JRP, 2006a) (see Appendix F2). Similarly, Peak & Associates undertook a
determination of eligibility and effect for cultural resources within the Plan Area (Peak & Associates,
2005a, 2005b, and 2005¢). Neither study identified properties that meet the criteria for listing in either
the NRHP or CRHR, and thus no historical resources occur within the Plan Area. The study conducted
by Peak & Associates (2007) for the Frisvold property determined that CA-PA-07-11 has no historic
properties.

Important Historic Architecture

As discussed above, the Plan Area has been inventoried for historic architectural resources on several
occasions (JRP, 2006a; Peak & Associates, 2005a, 2005b, and 2005c). Although one investigation was
conducted for the Applicant while the other was undertaken on behalf of the County, neither contradicted
each other in their findings. Both determined that none of the historic-era architectural resources were
eligible for listing on either the NRHP or CRHR. JRP’s investigation of the proposed projects’ offsite
components resulted in the same conclusion (JRP, 2006b). Therefore, for purposes of CEQA, there are
no important historic architectural resources situated within the Riolo Vineyards Specific Plan site.
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7.1.3 Paleontological Resources
Regional Paleontological Setting

The southern Sacramento Valley foothill region contains a diverse record of geologic and biologic
history, which spans more than 100 million years, dating from the Upper Cretaceous period. Under the
combined influences of regional tectonic events ranging from creation of the Sacramento Basin to uplift
of the Coast Range foothill region, deposition of sedimentary sequences, and fluctuating worldwide sea
level changes, fossils of marine and terrestrial organisms have accumulated to produce a significant
record of prehistoric life.

Much of the paleontological interest within the proposed project vicinity stems from the well known
discoveries of Pleistocene age fossil vertebrate fauna derived from Quaternary age units in other parts of
the Sacramento Valley — San Francisco Bay region. Identification and scientific description of both of
these diverse fossil vertebrate assemblages provides one of the best known records of Pleistocene faunas
in California (Stirton, 1939, 1951; Savage, 1951; Wolf, 1971; Jefferson, 1991). Riparian and other
continental volcanoclastic deposits provided favorable conditions for preserving vertebrate fossil remains
in these geologic units.

Technical Study

The paleontological assessment consisted of an evaluation of the paleontological potential of the Plan
Area and the offsite areas located east of Walerga Road. The actual area of potential effects was
considered to be within the footprint of any proposed excavation activities.

Field surveys were conducted on all areas potentially subject to disturbance within the proposed project
footprint and the offsite areas. It should be noted that much of the Plan Area is covered with grassland
vegetation, with few undisturbed, open exposures of native rock or soil material available for inspection.

The field survey method consisted of walking random pedestrian transects to inspect soil and available
sedimentary exposures that exist within stream channels, irrigation ditches, and rodent burrow tailings for
evidence of fossiliferous materials. The investigation focused on discerning whether sensitive fossil
materials were observable in sediments of the Turlock Lake Formation (Qtl) and Modesto Formation (Qm)
geologic units.

Important Paleontological Resources

No vertebrate paleontological sites are known to exist within the Plan Area or the offsite areas. However,
paleontological sites do occur in similar age rock units outside the site but within the southern
Sacramento Valley region. The Turlock Lake and Modesto Formations are the local geological units of
paleontological significance and have been assigned a High rating. Analysis of museum record and
specimen collections and the distribution of regional fossil localities permitted classification of
paleontological resource sensitive rock units. It should be noted that the sensitivity rating category for a
particular geological unit may change as future paleontological resources are discovered.

Turlock Lake Formation

Helley and Harwood (1985) and Marchand and Allwaldt (1981) identified the Turlock Lake Formation in
the study area region during field mapping of the late Cenozoic sedimentary sequences in the Sacramento
and San Joaquin Valley regions. This sedimentary unit occurs over the majority of the Plan Area. Rock
exposures in the Plan Area consist of coarse to fine-sized lithologies of sand, silt, and clay. The unit
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represents eroded alluvial fan material derived primarily from plutonic rocks in the nearby Sierra Nevada
foothill region. The Turlock Lake Formation is located stratigraphically below the Riverbank Formation.

While no vertebrate fossil sites have been previously recorded within the Plan Area, vertebrate fossils
have been found regionally in age-equivalent sediments.

Modesto Formation

Helley and Harwood (1985) also identified the lower member of the Modesto Formation in the study area
during mapping of the southern and northern Sacramento Valley region. The lower member of late
Pleistocene age sedimentary unit covers the northern portion of the Plan Area. This rock unit represents a
period of alluvial fan and terrace deposition during the late Pleistocene period. Rock exposures consist of
sand, gravel, silt, and clay sedimentary units that are weakly consolidated or unconsolidated. Minor
cross-bedded sand and fine gravel units also occur, as is characteristic of alluvial fan deposition. The
formation has been divided into upper and lower units. The alluvial materials of the Modesto Formation
are virtually identical to the older Riverbank Formation, but the slight degree of erosional modification
and soil profile development clearly differentiate them from older alluvium (Marchand and Allwardt,
1981).

The sand, gravels, silts, and clays of the Modesto Formation were deposited in a series of alluvial fans
and associated deposits in the vicinity of the tributaries of the ancestral Sacramento River drainage. Their
generalized outcrop pattern is typically represented as a wide zone to the west of the Riverbank Formation
in the San Joaquin-Sacramento Valley region (Marchand and Allwardt, 1981).

Holocene and Post-Holocene Age Sediments

Sediments of probable Holocene or post-Holocene age that form the thin, surficial cover are considered of
limited paleontological interest and thus are considered inconsequential.

REGULATORY SETTING
Historic-Era Resources and Unique Archaeological Resources

Cultural resources are defined as buildings, sites, structures, or objects, each of which may have
historical, architectural, archaeological, cultural, and/or scientific importance. @ Numerous laws,
regulations, and statutes on both the federal and state levels seek to protect and target the management of
cultural resources. These include the Antiquities Act of 1906; Historic Sites Act of 1935; Reservoir
Salvage Act of 1960; National Historic Preservation Act of 1966; National Environmental Policy Act of
1969; Executive Order 11593 (Projection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment, May 13, 1971);
36 CFR 800 and CFR 60 (Advisory Council on Historic Preservation: Protection of Historic and Cultural
Properties, Amendments to Existing Regulations, January 30, 1979, National Register of Historic Places,
Nominations by States and Federal Agencies, Rules and Regulations, January 9, 1976); Revisions to 36
CFR 800 (Protection of Historic Properties, January 10, 1986); Archaeological and Historical
Preservation Act of 1974; American Indian Religious Freedom Joint Resolution of 1978; Archaeological
Resources Protection Act of 1979; Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990; and
the California Environmental Quality Act (1970). Collectively these regulations and guidelines establish
a comprehensive program for the identification, evaluation, and treatment of cultural resources.
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Federal Regulations

The four evaluation criteria to determine a resource’s eligibility to the NRHP, in accordance with the
regulations outlined in 36 CFR 800, are identified at 36 CFR 60.4. These evaluation criteria, listed
below, are used to help determine what properties should be considered for protection from destruction or
impairment resulting from project-related activities (36 CFR 60.2).

The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture is
present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity of location, design,
setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association, and:

m Resources that are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of our history; or

m Resources that are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or

m Resources that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or
that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant
and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or

m  Resources that have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history
(36 CFR 60.4).

State Regulations

In considering impact significance under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the
significance of the resource itself must first be determined. At the state level, consideration of
significance as “a unique archaeological resource” is measured by cultural resource provisions considered
under Public Resources Code Section 21083.2, CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.5 and 15126.4, and the
criteria regarding resource eligibility to the CRHR.

Generally under CEQA, a historical resource (these include built-environment historic and prehistoric
archaeological resources) is considered significant if it meets the criteria for listing on the CRHR. These
criteria are set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 and defined as any resource that:

m Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of
California’s history and cultural heritage;

m s associated with lives of persons important in our past;

m  Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or
represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; or

m Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

If an archaeological site does not meet the criteria for inclusion on the CRHR but does meet the definition
of a unique archaeological resource as outlined in the California Public Resource Code (§21083.2), it is
entitled to special protection or attention under CEQA. A unique archaeological resource implies an
archaeological artifact, object, or site about which it can be clearly demonstrated that—without merely
adding to the current body of knowledge—there is a high probability that it meets one of the following
criteria:
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m The archacological artifact, object, or site contains information needed to answer important scientific
questions, and there is a demonstrable public interest in that information;

m The archaeological artifact, object, or site has a special and particular quality, such as being the oldest
of its type or the best available example of its type; or

m The archaeological artifact, object, or site is directly associated with a scientifically recognized
important prehistoric or historic event or person.

m A non-unique archaeological resource indicates an archaeological artifact, object, or site that does not
meet the above criteria. Impacts to non-unique archaeological resources and resources that do not
qualify for listing on the CRHR receive no further consideration under CEQA.

m A non-unique archaeological or paleontological resource is given no further consideration, other than
the simple recording of its existence, by the lead agency.

Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines also assigns special importance to human remains and specifies
procedures to be used when Native American remains are discovered. These procedures are detailed
under California Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 5097.98. Specifically, CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064.5, subdivision (e), requires that excavation activities be stopped whenever human remains
are uncovered and that the county coroner be called in to assess the remains. If the county coroner
determines that the remains are those of Native Americans, the Native American Heritage Commission
must be contacted within 24 hours. At that time, Section 15064.5, subdivision (d), directs the lead agency
to consult with the appropriate Native Americans as identified by the Native American Heritage
Commission and directs the lead agency (or applicant), under certain circumstances, to develop an
agreement with the Native Americans for the treatment and disposition of the remains.

Section 15065.4(e)(1) and (2) of the CEQA Guidelines provides the following guidance with regard to the
accidental discovery of human remains:

In the event of the accidental discovery or recognition of any human remains in any location other than a
dedicated cemetery, the following steps should be taken:

1. There shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably
suspected to overlie adjacent human remains until:

a. The coroner of the County must be contacted to determine that no investigation of the cause of
death is required, and

b. If the coroner determines the remains to be Native American:
i.  The coroner shall contact the Native American Heritage Commission within 24 hours.

ii. The Native American Heritage Commission shall identify the person or persons it believes to
be the most likely descended from the deceased Native American.

iii. The most likely descendent may make recommendations to the landowner or the person
responsible for the excavation work, for means of treating or disposing of, with appropriate
dignity, the human remains and any associated grave goods as provided in Public Resources
Code Section 5097.98, or
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2. Where the following conditions occur, the landowner or his authorized representative shall rebury the
Native American human remains and associated grave goods with appropriate dignity on the property
in a location not subject to further subsurface disturbance.

a. The Native American Heritage Commission is unable to identify a most likely descendent or the
most likely descendent failed to make a recommendation within 24 hours after being notified by
the commission;

b. The descendent identified fails to make a recommendation; or

c. The landowner or his authorized representative rejects the recommendation of the descendent,
and the mediation by the Native American Heritage Commission fails to provide measures
acceptable to the landowner.

Senate Bill 18 (Government Code Section 65352.3) now requires local governments to consult with
Native American tribes before the adoption or amendment of a general plan or specific plan proposed on
or after March 1, 2005.

Conformity of Federal and State Evaluation Criteria

The criteria for eligibility for the CRHR are very similar to those that qualify a property for the NRHP,
which is the significance assessment tool used under the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966
(NHPA). The criteria of the NRHP apply when a project has federal involvement that includes issuance
of permits. State cultural resources significance criteria may also apply when resources fall under the
jurisdiction of a state and/or local agency.

A property that is eligible for the NRHP is also eligible for the CRHR. All potential impacts to
significant resources under a federal agency must be assessed and addressed under the procedures of
Section 106 of the NHPA, set forth at 36 CFR 800. All resources encountered during the project, with the
exception of isolated artifacts and isolated features that appear to lack integrity or data potential, will be
evaluated for significance vis-a-vis Section 106.

Local Regulations
Placer County General Plan

In addition to cultural resources as recognized by Section 106 of the NRHP and CEQA (e.g.,
archaeological sites, historic structures, and paleontological resources), Placer County’s General Plan
contains policies governing development within Placer County. The proposed project’s consistency with
applicable General Plan policies is evaluated in Appendix D. General Plan policies and goals applicable
to the proposed project include the following:

Cultural Resources

Goal 5.D To identify, protect, and enhance Placer County's important historical, archaeological,
paleontological, and cultural sites and their contributing environment.

Policy 5.D.3. The County shall solicit the views of the Native American Heritage Commission and/or
the local Native American community in cases where development may result in
disturbance to sites containing evidence of Native American activity and/or to sites of
cultural importance.
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Policy 5.D.7  The County shall require that discretionary development projects are designed to avoid
potential impacts to significant paleontological or cultural resources whenever possible.
Unavoidable impacts, whenever possible, shall be reduced to a less than significant level
and/or shall be mitigated by extracting maximum recoverable data. Determinations of
impacts, significance, and mitigation shall be made by qualified archaeological (in
consultation with recognized local Native American groups), historical, or
paleontological consultants, depending on the type of resource in question.

Dry Creek Community Plan

The proposed project’s consistency with applicable Community Plan policies is evaluated in Appendix D.
Community Plan policies and goals applicable to the proposed project include the following:

Community Development: Community Design

Policy 19 Structures of historic or architectural significance shall be identified and documented, and
efforts shall be made to preserve them and use them as a focal point of neighborhood
design.

Environmental Resources Management: Cultural Resources

Goal 1 Recognize that the Dry Creek West Placer Community Plan Area is a unique community,
which should incorporate development standards that enhance the area’s separate
cultural, sociological and physical identity.

Goal 2 Preserve areas of outstanding historical, cultural, or archaeological significance.

Policy 8 Require site-specific studies for archaeological or historical sites in all instances where
land development has the potential to have a detrimental impact on these sites.

Paleontological Resources
Federal and State Regulations

Paleontological resources are classified as non-renewable scientific resources and are protected by several
federal and state statutes, most notably by the 1906 Federal Antiquities Act (PL 59-209; 16 United States
Code 431 et seq.; 34 Stat. 225), which calls for protection of historic landmarks, historic and prehistoric
structures, and other objects of historic or scientific interest on federal lands. Consideration of
paleontological resources is required by CEQA (see Appendix G).

Professional Standards

The Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (1994), a national scientific organization of professional
vertebrate paleontologists, has established standard guidelines that outline acceptable professional
practices in the conduct of paleontological resource assessments and surveys, monitoring and mitigation,
data and fossil recovery, sampling procedures, specimen preparation, analysis, and curation. Most
practicing professional paleontologists in the nation adhere to the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology
assessment, mitigation, and monitoring requirements, as specifically spelled out in its standard guidelines.

The potential paleontological importance of a site proposed for development can be assessed by
identifying the paleontological importance of exposed rock units within the area in question. Because the
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areal distribution of a rock unit can be easily delineated on a topographic map, this method is conducive
to delineating parts of the site that are of higher and lower sensitivity for paleontological resources.

A paleontologically important rock unit is one that has a high rating for potential paleontological
productivity and is known to have produced unique, scientifically important fossils. The potential
paleontological productivity rating of a rock unit exposed at the site refers to the abundance and densities
of fossil specimens and/or previously recorded fossil sites in exposures of the unit in or near the project
site. If exposures of a specific rock unit at the project site yield fossils, they are most likely to yield fossil
remains representing particular species in quantities or densities similar to those previously recorded from
the unit near the site.

An individual vertebrate fossil specimen may be considered unique or significant if it is:

identifiable

complete

well preserved

age diagnostic

useful in paleoenvironmental reconstruction

a type specimen (i.e., the individual from which a species or subspecies has been described)

a member of a rare species

a species that is part of a diverse assemblage, or

a skeletal element different from, or a specimen more complete than, those now available for its species.

For example, identifiable vertebrate marine and terrestrial fossils are generally considered scientifically
important because they are relatively rare. The value or importance of different fossil groups varies,
depending on the age and depositional environment of the rock unit that contains the fossils, their rarity,
the extent to which they have already been identified and documented, and the ability to recover similar
materials under more controlled conditions (such as for a research project). Marine invertebrates are
generally common, the fossil record is well developed and well documented, and they would generally
not be considered a unique paleontological resource.

Local Regulations

No state or local agencies have specific jurisdiction over paleontological resources. No state or local
agency requires a paleontological collecting permit to allow for the recovery of fossil remains discovered
as a result of construction-related earth moving on private land in a project site. Placer County General
Plan regulations related to paleontological resources are the same as discussed for historic and
archaeological resources, above.

IMPACTS

This section identifies and discusses the environmental impacts resulting from the proposed project, and
suggests mitigation measures to reduce the levels of impact. A detailed discussion of mitigation measures
is included in Section 7.4.

Significance Criteria

For the proposed project, potential significant impacts to known cultural resources as well as inadvertent
discoveries have been evaluated using the criteria listed below. Under criteria based on the state CEQA
Guidelines, the project would be considered to have a significant impact on cultural resources if it would
result in any of the following:
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m A substantial adverse change in the significant of a historical resource that is either listed or eligible
for listing on the NRHP, the CRHR, or a local register of historic resources;

m A substantial adverse change in the significance of a unique archaeological resource;

m Disturbance or destruction of unique paleontological resource or site or unique geological feature; or

m Disturbance of any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries.

Under CEQA, only those archaeological resources deemed important (e.g., CRHR- or NRHP-eligible) or
unique can be significantly affected (i.e., impacted) with project implementation. As discussed
previously, none of the known archaeological sites within the Riolo Vineyards Specific Plan site has been
formally evaluated for NRHP and/or CRHR eligibility. Therefore, it is assumed herein that the known
archaeological resources are important resources until formally determined otherwise.

Similarly, geologic units underlying the site have not been analyzed for paleontological remains. Some of
these geologic units have, however, been discovered to contain paleontological materials in other adjacent
areas. Therefore, it is assumed herein that particular geologic units underlying the Plan Area could
contain important paleontologic remains.

As archaeological sites are generally only physically affected, only impacts resulting from project-related
construction are discussed. Likewise, impacts to paleontological resources occur with project-related

ground-disturbing activities. Indirect impacts from project operation are not expected to occur.

All potentially important cultural resources within the Plan Area are located in areas identified for
development. Therefore these sites would be affected by the proposed project.

Project-Level Impacts

IMPACT 7-1: Damage to potentially important known archaeological resources
during construction
SIGNIFICANCE: Potentially Significant
MITIGATION: Mitigation Measures 7-1a through 7-1¢
Proposed: Mitigation Measures 7-1a through 7-1c
Significance After
Proposed Mitigation: Less than Significant
Recommended: None

RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:  Less than Significant

Although little, if any, cultural materials were reported in subsequent site visits to CA-PLA-69, -76, -77,
and/or -81 (Farber, 1990; Peak & Associates, 2006a, 2006b, and 2006c), it is possible, and has been
suggested for some, that they may lie buried beneath flood-related deposits. Construction in the vicinity
of their purported locations, including the excavation of the compensatory storage basins (CA-PLA-76
and -81), the widening of Watt Avenue (CA-PLA-69), or trenching for the reclaimed water connection
(CA-PLA-77), may result in the exposure of these potentially significant archaeological resources. As
such, ground-disturbing activities associated with proposed project construction occurring within or
immediately adjacent to previously recorded but unevaluated archacological sites CA-PLA-69, -76, -77,
and/or -81 would potentially damage these resources. Damage to any of these archaeological sites would
be a potentially significant project impact.

Implementation of identified mitigation measures would reduce this potential impact to a less-than-
significant level.
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IMPACT 7-2: Damage to cultural resources if inadvertently exposed during
construction
SIGNIFICANCE: Potentially Significant
MITIGATION: Mitigation Measures 7-2a through 7-2¢
Proposed: Mitigation Measures 7-2a through 7-2c
Significance After
Proposed Mitigation: Less than Significant
Recommended: None

RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:  Less than Significant

During construction of the proposed project, previously undiscovered cultural resources could be
inadvertently exposed during grading or excavation activities. This would be a potentially significant
impact of the proposed project.

This potential impact would be mitigated to a less than significant level by halting ground-disturbing
activities temporarily until a qualified professional archaeologist, the Placer County Planning Department,
and Department of Museums are consulted. If the discovery includes human remains, the Placer County
Coroner and Native American Heritage Commission must also be contacted. Work in the area may only
proceed after authorization is granted by the Placer County Planning Department.

IMPACT 7-3: Damage to paleontological resources inadvertently exposed during
construction
SIGNIFICANCE: Potentially Significant
MITIGATION: Mitigation Measures 7-3a and 7-3b
Proposed: Mitigation Measures 7-3a and 7-3b
Significance After
Proposed Mitigation: Less than Significant
Recommended: None

RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE:  Less than Significant

During construction of the proposed project, previously undiscovered paleontological resources could be
exposed through grading or excavation activities. This would be a potentially significant impact of the
proposed project.

This potential impact would be mitigated to a less than significant level by having a qualified professional
paleontologist conduct periodic construction monitoring to identify, evaluate, and properly manage
potentially exposed resources during grading activities. The Applicant shall provide written evidence to
the Placer County Planning Department that a qualified paleontologist has been retained to provide the
required services.

Program-Level Impacts

Potential impacts associated with development of the program-level parcels within the Plan Area are
included in the discussion of project-level impacts. Applicants for program-level parcels would need to
undergo the County’s Subsequent Conformity Review Process to ensure that their development proposals
conform to the Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan, CEQA regulations, and program-level mitigation measures
identified in this Draft EIR. Upon conclusion of the Subsequent Conformity Review Process, the County
will determine whether the proposed development entitlement is consistent with the Specific Plan,
whether additional environmental review is required, and if so, the scope of such additional review.
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7.4

MITIGATION MEASURES

This section discusses mitigation measures that will be implemented to reduce project-related impacts to
cultural resources. Mitigation measures are separately identified as those “Proposed” by the Applicant
and those “Recommended” by County staff.

Mitigation Measure 7-1a: Cap resource area with layer of soil prior to construction (Proposed)

Potentially unique archaeological resources will be capped with soil prior to construction in the area
except in locations in which such capping would be infeasible due to project design. An acceptable
process of “capping” archaeological resources with soil must include the following elements:

The soils to be covered must not suffer serious compaction;

The covering materials must not be chemically active;

The site must be one in which the natural process of deterioration have been arrested; and
The site must have been recorded, including the areal extent of subsurface deposits.

Mitigation Measure 7-1b: Conduct subsurface testing (Proposed)

A qualified professional archaeologist shall be retained to conduct subsurface testing at potentially
important known archaeological sites. As it has not been determined if the known sites within the
Specific Plan Area are eligible for inclusion to either the NRHP or CRHR, subsurface testing (i.e.,
resource evaluation) should be initiated for sites when construction is to occur within 100 feet of the
resource and where Mitigation Measure 7-1a proves infeasible. Subsurface testing should also be
implemented if culturally significant materials (i.e., unique archaeological resources or historical
resources) are inadvertently exposed during construction.

Subsurface testing procedures could involve shovel testing, augering, or other such techniques designed
to identify and/or characterize subsurface archaeological deposits. If a resource is determined to be
important under CEQA (i.e., because it is a unique archaeological resource or an historical resource), then
Mitigation Measure 7-1c must also be implemented.

Mitigation Measure 7-1c: Conduct data recovery excavation (Proposed)

A qualified professional archaeologist shall be retained to conduct data recovery excavation. This
mitigation measure will be implemented as an alternative to Mitigation Measures 7-1a at cultural resource
sites determined to be eligible for inclusion in either the NRHP or CRHR.

In compliance with CEQA, implementation of this mitigation measure would entail preparation and
adoption of a data recovery plan that makes provisions for adequately recovering the scientifically
consequential information from and about the resource. The data recovery plan must be prepared and
adopted prior to commencing any excavation activities.

Mitigation Measure 7-2a: Comply with the recommendations of a qualified professional
archaeologist if cultural resources are inadvertently exposed during construction (Proposed)

In the event of the discovery of buried archaeological artifacts, exotic rock (non-native), or unusual
amounts of shell or bone, it is recommended that project activities in the vicinity of the find be
immediately stopped and a qualified professional archaeologist consulted to assess the resource and
provide proper management recommendations. If the find is determined to be a historical or unique
archaeological resource, contingency funding and a time allotment to allow for implementation of
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avoidance measures or appropriate mitigation shall be made available, as provided in Section 15064.5 of
the CEQA Guidelines. In addition, the Placer County Planning Department and Department of Museums
must also be contacted. Work in the area may only proceed after authorization is granted by the Placer
County Planning Department. All construction and improvement plans for subsequent development
within the Plan Area involving ground disturbance shall include these provisions. The archaeologist shall
evaluate any potential effects on any historical resource or unique archaeological resource, and where
such effects would be significant, shall recommend potential mitigation to the County for its
consideration. The County will assess the feasibility of any proposed mitigation (e.g., avoidance of the
historical resource) and impose the mitigation where feasible in light of factors such as the nature of the
find, project design, costs, Specific Plan policies and land use assumptions, and other considerations. If
avoidance is unnecessary or infeasible, other appropriate measures (e.g., data recovery) shall be instituted.
Work may proceed on other parts of the project site while mitigation for paleontological resources is
carried out.

Mitigation Measure 7-2b: Implement Mitigation Measure 7-1b (Conduct subsurface testing)
(Proposed)

Mitigation Measure 7-1b (Conduct subsurface testing) is described above.

Mitigation Measure 7-2c: Implement Mitigation Measure 7-1¢ (Conduct data recovery excavation)
(Proposed)

Mitigation Measure 7-1c (Conduct data recovery excavation) is described above.

Mitigation Measure 7-3a: Retain a qualified professional paleontologist to conduct periodic
construction monitoring during grading activities and salvage fossils as necessary (Proposed)

A professional paleontologist shall be retained to develop and implement a plan for managing
paleontological resources and periodic monitoring of grading activities. The plan shall also include
provisions for salvaging fossils, as necessary. The plan shall also include the timing and extent of
monitoring needed. A copy of the plan shall be provided to the Placer County Planning Department prior
to any grading occurring on site.

Mitigation Measure 7-3b: If paleontological resources are identified at a particular site, the project
manager shall cease operation until a qualified professional can provide an evaluation (Proposed)

1. Identify and evaluate paleontological resource by intense field survey where impacts are considered
high;

2. Assess effects on identified sites;

3. Consult with the institutional/academic paleontologists conducting research investigations within the
geological formations that are slated to be impacted;

4. Obtain comments from the researchers; and

5. Comply with researchers’ recommendations to address any significant adverse effects where
determined by the County to be feasible.

In considering any suggested mitigation proposed by the consulting paleontologist, Placer County
Planning Department staff shall determine whether avoidance is necessary and feasible in light of factors
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such as the nature of the find, project design, costs, Specific Plan policies and land use assumptions, and
other considerations. If avoidance is unnecessary or infeasible, other appropriate measures (e.g., data
recovery) shall be instituted. Work may proceed on other parts of the project site while mitigation for
paleontological resources is carried out.
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